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RE MARKS 

Claims 1-5, 7-14 and 36-49 arc pending in this present application. Claims 15-35 
have been withdrawn from consideration as being drawn to a non-elected invention. 
Reconsideration of the application js respectfully requested in view of the following 
responsive remarks. For the Examiner's convenience and reference, Applicant's remarks are 
presented in the order in which the corresponding issues were raised in the Office Action. 

In the office action dated August 31, 2007, the following actions were taken: 

(1) thy Examine* rejected claims 1-5, 7-13, and 49 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,849,149 (hereinafter "Otaki") in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 4,893,887 (hereinafter "Coalcs"); 

(2) the Examiner rejected claim 14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
' over Otaki in view of Coalcs; and 

(3) the Examiner rejected claims 36-48 under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Otaki in view of Coates. 

It is respectfully submitted that the presently pending claims be examined and 
allowed. 

Claims.1^5, 7_-13 A and 49 

A prima facie ease of obviousness has not been presented for claims 1-5, 7-13 and 49 
for lack of leaching of each and every element of the claims. Of this particular set of claims, 
Claim 1 is independent and the remaining claims all depend from and are narrower in scope 
than claim \, Accordingly, Applicant directs the following remarks to Claim 1 and any claim 
depending therefrom. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-5, 7-13, and 49 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Talent No. 6,849,149 (hereinafter "Otaki") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
4,893,877 (hereinafter "Coates"). Independent Claim 1 was previously amended to require 
thai at least one of the layers includes an additive configured for one of light stabilization, 
liquid resistance, o r vapor resist ance. 

The Examiner has alleged that Otaki leaches a colored transparent film 203 (col, 35, 
line 1 2), and that the colorant used tn make this layer colored is equivalent to the claimed 
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additives configured Tor light stabilization, light resistance and/or vapor resistance. First, the 
Examiner has misslatcd Applicant's amended claim which docs not set forth that Ihe additive 
is configured for tight resistance, but rather sets forth that the additive is "configured for one 
of light stabilization, liquid resistance, or vapor resistance" (emphasis added). While the 
colorant of Otaki inherently resists sonic wavelengths of light, this is not set forth in Ihe 
claims of the prese.nl application. 

Second, even if tliis was simply a typographical error by the Examiner and the 
lixaminer meant to argue that the colorant of Otaki is configured for light stabilization, liquid 
resistance or vapor resistance, Applicant submits that the colorant of Otaki is not equivalent 
to the claimed additives. There is nothing in Otaki to leach or suggest that the colorant is also 
an additive configurud for light stabilization, liquid resistance or vapor resistance. Light 
.Stabilization additives are not defined in the specification as colorants, but rather are 
described as materials such as hindered amines and UV absorbers. Liquid resistance 
additives decrease the wetability of the surface to specific liquids, and vapor resistance 
additives include acryloniti ile copolymers and vinylidene chloride copolymers. None of 
these dements are colorants. Moreover, colorant does not inherently stabilize light, resist 
liquid or resist vapor. Accordingly, Otaki does not leach or suggest an addi live co n fijm re d 
Mon^onjglrjj^a^ 

Coates docs not make up for this deficiency. In fact, Coates docs not teach or suggest 
adding a colorant to the nielal hologram, as is acknowledged by ihe Examiner on Page 3, 
paragraph 6 in (ha August 31, 2007 Office Action. More importantly, Coates does not teach 
or suggest adding any additive to the layers of the hologram let alone an additive configured 
for one of light stabili/alion, liquid resistance, or vapor resistance. Accordingly, neither 
Otaki nor Coates alone or in combination teach or suggest the claimed limitation of an 
additive configured for light stabilization, liquid resistance, and/or vapor resistance. 

Claim 14 

A prima facie case of obviousness has not been presented for claim 14 for lack of 
teaching of each and every element of the claim. Specifically, neither Otaki nor Coates teach 
a metallic foil. A metallic foil, as commonly known, is an independent , thin sheet of sclf- 
s J!Ep.9U<IlB mclal that is separate and distinct from the other layers (page 7, lines 17-18). 
Claim 1 4 specifically claims a metallic foil layer. Foils should not be confused with metallic 
layers that are deposited on substrates, and which are not independent or self-supporting. 
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Otaki teaches only a hologram, and therefore, does not teach a metallic foil. Coales 
leaches metallic holograms comprising a thin layer of metal which is always.foniied and 
mou nted on a substrate (Abstract). Unlike the claimed foil, the metallic layer of Coates is 
necessarily very thin and is fabricated or deposited on a die or substrate which is then used 
for transferring purposes (See col, %. lines 6-1 1). The methods of Coales, such as vacuum 
metallization, sputtering and vacuum depositing the thin layer of metal, would n ot create a 
foil (col. 2, lines 6-7, 15-17, and 27-29). 'Hie metal layers of Coates are not layers of foil, 
i.e., independent of (he other layers and self-supporting metal, but rather are always formed 
and mounted on a substrate (Abstract, and col, 2, lines 8-10, 18-22, and 29-31). This fact is 
further evidence by the extreme thinness of the metal hologram of Coates, which if were any 
thicker would not adequately reproduce the detailed topology of the holographic master from 
which the die was fabricated (col. 2, lines 42-49). 

The Iixaminer argues that Coates is combined with Otaki to loach the use of a metallic 
hologram layer and not to teach the thickness of the hologram layer. Regardless of the 
purpose in combination, neither Coates nor Otaki teach a metallic foil. To reiterate, a metal 
. foil is a layer which is independent nnd self-supporting. The procedures and methods taught 
in Coates necessarily prevent formation of a metal or holographic layer that is either 
inde pend ent or self-supporting. As such, Coates does not teach a metal foil. 

As neither Coates nor Otnki leach a metallic foil layer, they do not teach each and 
every element either alone or in combination. Therefore, withdrawal of the rejection is 
requested. 

Claims 36-48 

A prima facie case of obviousness has not been presented for claims 36-48 for lack of 
teaching each and every clement of the claim. Specifically, neither Otaki nor Coates teaches 
w\ inLa^e-frec metallic layer, as is required in independent claim 36. In fact, Otaki does not 
even teach a metal hologram, as is acknowledged by the Hxaminer on Page 7 of the August 
31 , 2007. Office Action. Accordingly, without a metal hologram, Otaki cannot possibly have 

Coates does not make up for this deficiency. Although Coates teaches a metallic 
. layer, the metallic layer of Coates is a metallic hologram. A hologram is generally known 
and accepted as a type of image, and thus by its very nature a metallic hologram comprises an 
image. Moreover, Coates expressly teaches an image replicated into a metallic film (col. 1, 
lines 3 1-32). Therefore, the metallic layer of Coales is not ima ge-free . 
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As neither Coales nor Otaki teach an imagc-frcc metallic layer, they do not teach each 
and every clement cilhet alone or in comhination. 'Ihereforc, withdrawal of the rejection is 
requested. 
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CONCLUSION 



It is> respectfully submitted tlmt the rejections of the presently pending claims be 
reconsidered and withdrawn and that all claims be allowed. In view of the foregoing, 
Applicants believe that claims 1-5, 7-14 and 36-49 present allowable subject matter and 
allowance is respectfully requested. 

Please charge any additional fees except for Issue Fee or credit any overpayment to 
Deposit Account No. OS-2025 

Dated this 30"' day of November, 2007. 



Respectfully submitted, 









Gaity/\ Oal 


leson 



Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No. 44,266 

THORPE NORTH & WESTERN, LLP 
8180 South 700 East, Suite 350 
Sandy, Utah 84070 
(801) 566-6633 

On Behalf Of: 
HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 
1000 NE Circle Blvd., m/s 422B 
Corvallis, OR 97330-4239 
(541)715-0159 
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